
Dear Supervisors,

My husband and I are residents of Blacklake, in the 
Legends subassociation.  First, I would 
like to thank you all for your careful consideration 
of this matter and your expressed concern 
for its impact on the residents of Blacklake.

I will be brief:  We are not opposed to Mr. Rossi's 
proposal to build a hotel and additional 
golf course related amenities such as the renovated 
clubhouse and a golf academy.  

However, we are definitely opposed to his proposal to 
construct time share/rental units on the 
existing golf course, especially Canyons hole number 
5 which is directly across a narrow street 
from existing homes.  

Blacklake  has evolved over the last 30 years into a 
very  quiet, safe residential neighborhood  
comprised almost completely of senior homeowners. We 
ourselves moved here for the peace and quiet. 
Situating short term  transient units intended 
for vacationing (i.e., let's face it, partying)  
groups 
within the existing neighborhoods has great potential 
to disrupt the character of our community.  
Mr. Rossi can accomodate his desire to attract 
tourists to the golf course with his hotels alone.  



If Mr. Rossi changes his proposal to make these units 
single family homes for purchase, it would be 
more in keeping with the nature of Blacklake.  
However, building on the existing golf course is a 
violation of the Blacklake CC&Rs and also does not 
comport with the intent of the Specific Plan.  
Therefore, we request the Board to reject the element 
of residential units in Mr. Rossi's plan.

Thank you.

Anne and Bing Kunzig

Nipomo, CA  







The proposed 36 units must be residential homes, not rental units.  Rentals attract 
people who are unconcerned with the adjoining neighborhoods.  The resultant noise, 

trash, increased crime, traffic, and other negative effects of transitory visitors will be 
extremely detrimental.





The proposed 36 units must be residential homes, not rental units.  Rentals attract 
people who are unconcerned with the adjoining neighborhoods.  The resultant noise, 
trash,

increased crime, traffic, and other negative effects of transitory visitors will be extremely 
detrimental.





Dear Supervisor Compton:

Once again I thank you for coming into the community to hear our concerns about the 

proposed Rossi development.  I'm sorry I messed up on the time and missed so much of the 

presentation 

and discussion and apologize if I bring up already plowed ground.

I have a number of concerns about the proposed project ranging from content and impact to 

process and am particularly grateful for your invitation to send this email.

Let us start with the purpose of the Specific Plan (the Plan).  Simply put its purpose is to lay 

out the County’s (my emphasis) requirements for development and land use in the covered 

area.  

The Plan defines goals, i.e., preservation of open space and of views with focus on the golf 

course, and it grants implicit authority for specific development and the conditions that will 

apply to 

them, roads, drainage, water, etc.  I would suggest that the plan did not “contemplate” future 

development as asserted, meaning an intent to support it, but simply sets out the criteria 

which any 

such additional development would be required to meet.  It also specifies that proposals 

which are not consistent would require the development and approval of an amended plan. 

This proposal 

is not consistent with the Plan in a number of particulars:

  The Plan allows for changes to the golf course but this proposal does not change the course, 

it permanently eliminates about 12% of it. 

  The proposal eliminates most of the views of Blacklake Canyon, a specific goal of the Plan.  

  It eliminates a significant amount of designated open space, also a specific goal of the plan. 

The current plan is the product of the County’s negotiation with the various landowners and 

developer for additional residential build out in Blacklake. The County at that time extracted 

the various 



concessions and commitments that became the elements of the plan. Essentially, the county 

took away some of the developer’s potential value to achieve a public purpose and all parties 

acted in good faith.  

Exactly what public purpose is being met by now giving those development rights to another 

party?

The developer in the case, Mr. Rossi, is a well known, experienced and, by his own 

assessment, a successful developer in the County. Therefor we can assume that he knew 

exactly what he was doing 

when he bought in Blacklake and was fully aware of and accepted the terms and conditions 

attendant thereto, the Plan and the CC&R’s. Nobody made him take the risk.

Now consider his stated rationale for the project, returning the golf course to profitability. 

Many of us note that generally poor conditions in the industry are probably factor but the 

biggest problem has

been his complete disregard for management and operations. He has neglected, some would 

say deliberately, any effort to improve the course or market it. As I mentioned in our 

discussion, why would he 

stop co-marketing it with Avila his other golf property?  Fixing his poor business decisions 

and management is clearly not a legitimate public purpose issue since this was a risk he took 

when he bought the business.  

There is no public purpose met by bailing him out.  On the contrary, granting his request 

could be construed a “gift of public assets” since the County presumably accepted the 

development rights, which had value, 

at the time of the Plan’s negotiation on behalf of all the residents of the County.  Such a gift, 

were it determined, would not be allowed in California. 

My preference is that this proposal should not be approved at all on its face.  However, 

assuming that won't happen, I hope you require that it be fully analyzed including all public 

reviews and appropriate actions 

by responsible parties, no shortcuts.

I believe that the County as part of its review should require and review a feasibility study 

related to the inherent viability of the development and its impact on golf course operations. 

Again, since the golf course 

has been identified as a critical component and allegedly the driver of the plan, considering 

the reasonableness of the assumptions underlying the proposal and likelihood of success are a 

legitimate area of concern 

for the County. Why go through the pain if it isn't going to work and you could have know it 

all along. This represents an extreme impact on this community and it is reasonable that the 

development be seen to do 

only what is necessary and reasonable, not as much as possible.  Beware this is not just a 

disguised bailout for Rossi.  As mentioned at the clubhouse, he owes in excess of $6 million 

on the property, much more 

than it is worth, and he and the Rossi Family Trust are guarantors so he can't just declare 

bankruptcy and walk away. He has been conspicuously silent on these facts but they are a 

matter of public record and are

clearly the drivers for this effort

From a purely personal perspective, if nothing more can be done I would like to see the Villas 

at the Oaks just go away. They are crushingly negative to me and my neighbors.  Consider; 

the developer was able to 

mitigate the loss of the surrendered development rights when the current Plan was adopted by 

charging substantial premiums for homes on the Oaks 9 course because of their protected 



views, protected by the 

County extracting the open space easement on the golf course (regardless of the fact the 

County failed to follow through securing it). These premiums ranged up to 6 figures.  Even 

now it is the views that make

these houses worth more than others. That will end.  Additionally, these homes were 

specifically designed to take advantage of the views, and the privacy protection it afforded, by 

being mostly all glass across the back. 

The “Villas at the Oaks” would be positioned, by site and elevation, to look directly into 

several of these homes, including mine, even as they cut off our views. The cost of regaining 

some of the lost privacy through 

window covering, etc. is significant.  While I am not one, some of the current owners were 

original buyers who paid out in full for these protected views. Were they defrauded? 

Personally, when considering buying, 

being told that nothing could be built to block my view was a huge factor in the buy decision. 

Was I defrauded?

Further to “just getting rid of the Villas”, the Planning Department’s response to the initial 

proposal was impressively thorough, but it did not specifically address some of the problems 

associated with this element. 

The Plan calls for a minimum 50 foot setback from the crest of Blacklake Canyon.  Add to 

that the appx. 60 foot right of way for a road and 100 feet of lot size, the footprint comes well 

into what is the fairway 

behind my house. There appears no way you could have that much encroachment and still 

have any part of a golf hole, a promise of Rossi.  I accept this is NIMBY but it really is in my 

backyard.  No other part

of the development except possibly the Hotel for those living adjacent to the golf course has 

as much negative impact. There may be winners and losers but a loss like this shouldn't be 

imposed on just a few unless 

there is a critical need that could not be met through other means.  In terms of golf course 

play it is insignificant.

A couple of random thoughts for your consideration:

Making the Villas sfr’s instead of rentals may be preferable(?) but it would be a direct 

violation of the existing CC&R’s requiring a very unlikely approving vote of 75%. 

Regardless of people's opinions getting 75% 

of anything is tough. And, regardless of the BLMA’ s stance, anyone can sue to stop a 

non-compliant project. Expect it.

Any reliance on on street parking to meet the requirements of the various development 

elements should not be permitted.

The so-called settlement agreement has no standing here and much of the attorney’s opinions 

are moot as the project has mutated. But the approval of the ARC will still be required and 

the nature of it vis what the 

builder wants cannot be assumed

Again, let me thank you for your consideration and I would be happy to discuss any of these 

matters if desired.

Hugh Loftus 

Nipomo









Lynne Compton: 
 We are Fairways owners (plus we own two condos) and have three votes each
time on BLMA matters.   We wholeheartedly support the current Board and we
ask you to vote accordingly.....we are for Residency.
     Rick and Irene Erwin
     
     
     
                           Rick and Irene Erwin



Ms. Fuhs,

Attached is my “peer review” of the water calculation as documented in the 
CUP SUB2015-00035 (Black Lake Golf Course LLC).  
My results show a net loss of -55 AFY of groundwater for this project 
(rather than the +120 AFY in the CUP application).  
This large difference suggests a more thorough review of that application 
is needed.

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me,

William Petrick





















Lynn,

I was at the meeting Friday at Blacklake. I can go for either rentals or purchased units. My 

preference would be purchased units.

On the Railroad measure, if the decision is to allow the rail estension I would like us to press 

for access through Phillips property in Nepomo to the beach. 

As I read the documents we can require the refinery give the people access to the beach. Right 

now we have to travel to Pismo to get access. 

Thanks,

Jim & Karen Gorman

Blacklake



As 11 year residents of the BlackLake Community, we would like to voice our support for the 

BlackLake  development plan proposed by Rob Rossi.

Rob has worked in good faith with the BlackLake  community to find a plan that is 

satisfactory to BlackLake homeowners

Rob has committed to a  much needed injection of capital  to restore the golf course and 

amenities to a first class resort

Rob is a property owner and investor within BlackLake and has a right to enhance his 

investment, within County statutes, as he sees fit

Rob should be the best judge as to whether the additional villas are developed as investor 

owned rental properties (managed by the hotel) or single family residences, 

based on the optimum economic viability of the various plans.

The development will provide an economic stimulus to the South County area benefiting 

local businesses and creating jobs 

Regards

Tom Hill

Linda A. Walker-Hill

Nipomo, Ca



Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: bdmca <bdmca@sbcglobal.net>

Date: January 10, 2016 at 4:47:41 PM PST

To: lcompton <lcompton@co.slo.ca.us>

Cc: "bob.mcgill2@verizon.net" <bob.mcgill2@verizon.net>, Bill Morrow <

morrowwg8@aol.com>, Dan Hall <sailsho@charter.net>, Kit Carter <

carterstwo@earthlink.net>

Subject: Rossi project support

Supervisor,

I tacked onto Bill Morrow's e-mail for your easy reference while you hopefully pass 

our thoughts on to the board on Jan. 12th.

I too am a member of the Ad Hoc committee and a past BLMA board member. I am 

also the First VP of the Gold Coast Seniors Golf Club at Blackelake. In addition I am 

Co-Chair (with the manager of Blacklake) of the Golf Liason Committee who's 

charter is to maintain HOA's interest in and concerns of the golf course operations. 

I too am in support of the Rossi project to enhance our community and the golf 

course. Here's why; as you have no doubt heard our golf course is in very poor 

condition. Some 

of the water features are dry, the irrigation system is outdated and needs repairs almost 

daily. The maintenance equipment is old and requires repairs constantly. Some greens 

are

in need of fungus treatment and fairways are plagued with bare spots and acorns. Cart 



paths have many broken pieces of concrete. Sand traps need refurbishing as do some 

tee boxes. 

All these problems are constantly  discussed in our GLC meetings with management. 

We are thus very aware of the losing financial condition of the golf course. As such I 

feel we are 

fortunate to have Mr. Rossi willing to invest the $2-3 million nessary to refurbish our 

course to championship condition even at the expense of having only 18 

Championship holes and 

a 6 hole executive course. Without his planned refurbishment there is little doubt that 

the 27 holes will ultimately close leaving us to look at weeds in the non-existant 

fairways.

Certainly our homes values will plunge. Sacrifice by the homeowners now, will 

enable the Rossi plan to succeed and that will be a win for the community in the 

longer term. This is why 

I believe from my activities, the overwelming majority of the community is in favor of 

the Rossi plan. I hope the Board of Supervisors appreciates our wishes to keep a golf 

course 

community a going concern and allows the project to go forward with a beautiful 

hotel, villas and new permenent neighbors.

Thank you in advance for your support.

Bradley Miller

Blacklake

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

-------- Original message --------

From: Bill Morrow <morrowwg8@aol.com> 

Date: 01/10/2016 10:48 AM (GMT-08:00) 

To: lcompton@co.slo.ca.us

Cc: sailsho@charter.net, bdmca@sbcglobal.net, carterstwo@earthlink.net,

morrowwg8@aol.com, bob.mcgill2@verizon.net

Subject: Rossi project support 





Lynn Compton, Fourth District Supervisor, 
San Luis Obispo County

Dear Supervisor Compton,

My wife and I live in the Fairways section of Blacklake. We have been here 
since July, after 24+ years in Atascadero. 
We both attended the meeting this past Friday and appreciate all the time 
and effort that you obviously put in representing 
this area of the county. The meeting was very informative about what’s 
going on in the whole county and particularly here in Nipomo.

We came away having a much better understanding of what is being purposed 
for the additions at Blacklake, particularly what the 
options are based on past land use adoptions. We would like to encourage 
you to follow the support of the elected Council of Home Owners 
who would like to see the new housing areas become permanent homes rather 
than rentals, involved with a new hotel.

We walk nearly every day along Blacklake Canyon Drive and can only imagine 
how much more traffic would be funneled onto that connecting road. 
As it is, many of the drivers do not abide by the posted limits and they 
are mainly people who know the road and drive it every day, not renters 
here for a few days. Also, there are at least five golf cart crossings 
along the same thoroughfare. 

Thanks for your consideration of this request.
Bob & Lolita Christian

Nipomo, CA 93444



Dear Stephanie:  Please note that the second page of my letter as posted is 
illegible.  Also, if you have not already received a copy, 
the additional email on this matter was sent to Supervisor Compton, perhaps 
it too is postable. 

Dear Supervisor Compton:

Once again I thank you for coming into the community to hear our concerns 
about the proposed Rossi development.  I'm sorry that I messed 
up the time and missed so much of the presentation and discussion and 
apologize if I bring up already plowed ground.
I have a number of concerns about the proposed project ranging from content 
and impact to process and am particularly grateful for your 
invitation to send this email.

Let us start with the purpose of the Specific Plan (the Plan).  Simply put 
its purpose is to lay out the County’s (my emphasis) requirements 
for development and land use in the covered area.  The Plan defines goals, 
i.e., preservation of open space and of views with focus on the 
golf course, and it grants implicit authority for specific development and 
the conditions that will apply to them, roads, drainage, water, etc.  
I would suggest that the plan did not “contemplate” future development as 
asserted, meaning an intent to support it, but simply sets out the 
criteria which any such additional development would be required to meet.  
It also specifies that proposals which are not consistent would 
require the development and approval of an amended plan. This proposal is 
not consistent with the Plan in a number of particulars:
The Plan allows for changes to the golf course but this proposal does not 
change the course, it permanently eliminates about 12% of it. 
The proposal eliminates most of the views of Blacklake Canyon, a specific 
goal of the Plan.  
It eliminates a significant amount of designated open space, also a 
specific goal of the plan. 
The current plan is the product of the County’s negotiation with the 
various landowners and developer for additional residential build out 



in Blacklake. The County at that time extracted the various concession and 
commitments that became the elements of the plan. Essentially, 
the county took away some of the developer’s potential value to achieve a 
public purpose and all parties acted in good faith.  Exactly what 
public purpose is being met by now giving those development rights to 
another party?
The developer in the case, Mr. Rossi, is a well known, experienced and, by 
his own assessment, a successful developer in the County. Therefor 
we can assume that he knew exactly what he was doing when he bought in 
Blacklake and was fully aware of and accepted the terms and conditions 
attendant thereto, the Plan and the CC&R’s. Nobody made him take the risk.
Now consider his stated rationale for the project, returning the golf 
course to profitability. Many of us note that generally poor conditions 
in the industry are probably factor but the biggest problem has been his 
complete disregard for management and operations. He has neglected, 
some would say deliberately, any effort to improve the course or market it. 
As I mentioned why would he stop co-marketing it with Avila his 
other property?  Fixing his poor business decisions and management is 
clearly not a legitimate public purpose issue since this was a risk he 
took when he bought the business.  There is no public purpose met by 
bailing him out.  On the contrary, granting his request could be construed 
a “gift of public assets” since the County presumably accepted the 
development rights, which had value, at the time of the Plan’s negotiation 
on behalf of all the residents of the County.  Such a gift would not be 
allowed in California. 
My preference is that this proposal should not be approved on its face.  
However, assuming that won't happen, I hope you require that it be fully 
analyzed including all public reviews and appropriate actions by 
responsible parties, no shortcuts.
I believe that the County as part of its review should require and review a 
feasibility study related to the inherent viability of the development 
and its impact on golf course operations. Again, since the golf course has 
been identified as a critical component and allegedly the driver of the 
plan, considering the reasonableness of the assumptions underlying the 
proposal and likelihood of success are a legitimate area of concern for the 

County. Why go through the pain if it isn't going to work and you could 
have know it all along. This represents an extreme impact on this community 

and it is reasonable that the development be seen to do only what is 
necessary not as much as possible.  Beware this is not just a disguised 
bailout 
for Rossi.  As mentioned at the clubhouse, he owes in excess of $6 million 
on the property, much more than it is worth, and he and the Rossi Family 
Trust 
are guarantors so he can't just declare bankruptcy and walk away. He has 
been conspicuously silent on these facts but they are a matter of public 
record 
and are clearly the drivers for this effort

From a purely personal perspective, if nothing more can be done I would 
like to see the Villas at the Oaks just go away. They are crushingly 
negative to 
me and my neighbors.  Consider; the developer was able to mitigate the loss 
of the surrendered development rights when the current Plan was adopted by 
charging substantial premiums for homes on the Oaks 9 course because of 
their protected views, protected by the County extracting the open space 
easement 
on the golf course (regardless of the fact the County failed to follow 
through securing it). These premiums ranged up to 6 figures.  Even now it 
is the 
views that make these houses worth more than others. That will end.  
Additionally, these homes were specifically designed to take advantage of 
the views, 
and the privacy protection it afforded, by being mostly all glass across 
the back.  The “Villas at the Oaks” would be positioned, by site and 



elevation,
to look directly several of these homes, including mine, even as they cut 
off our views. The cost of regaining some of the lost privacy through 
window covering, 
etc. is significant.  While I am not one, some of the current owners were 
original buyers who paid out in full for these protected views. Were they 
defrauded? 
Personally, when considering buying, being told that nothing could be built 
to block my view was a huge factor in the buy decision. Was I defrauded?
Further to “just getting rid of the Villas”, the Planning Department’s 
response to the initial proposal was impressively thorough, but it did not 
specifically 
address some of the problems associated with this element. The Plan calls 
for a minimum 50 foot setback from the crest of Blacklake Canyon.  Add to 
that the appx. 
60 foot right of way for a road and 100 feet of lot size, the footprint 
comes well into what is the fairway behind my house. There appears no way 
you could have 
that much encroachment and still have any part of a golf hole, a promise of 
Rossi.  I accept this is NIMBY but it really is in my backyard.  No other 
part of the 
development except possibly the Hotel for those living adjacent to the golf 
course has as much impact.

Now a couple of random thoughts for your consideration:
Making the Villas sfr’s instead of rentals may be preferable to but it 
would be a direct violation of the CC&R’s requiring a very unlikely 
approving vote of 75%. 
Regardless of people's opinions getting 75% of anything is tough. And, 
regardless of the BLMA’ s stance, anyone can sue to stop a non-compliant 
project. Expect it.

Any reliance on on street parking to meet the requirements of the various 
development elements should not be permitted.

The so-called settlement agreement has no standing here and much of the 
attorney’s opinions are moot as the project has mutated. But the approval 
of the ARC 
will still be required and the nature of it vis what the builder wants 
cannot be assumed

Again, let me thank you for your consideration and I would be happy to 
discuss any of these matters if desired.

Hugh Loftus 

Nipomo



Ref: Request by Black Lake Golf Resort, LLC to process a Specific Plan, General 
Plan and Land Use Ordinance Amendment (LRP2014-00016) 

Dear Chair Compton and Supervisors,

The plan to develop the Black Lake Golf Course property is now on a dual track, 
with this Specific Plan request and a CUP (SUB2015-00035) which builds short term

rentals on the Golf Course. 

After the March 24 Supervisor meeting, the applicant made modifications to his plan 
reducing the scope,  eliminating the expensive proposal to build in the Blacklake 
community sewage system dispersal fields and by not building within the 
homeowner view areas.  These plan improvements are embodied in the CUP 
proposal. 
The CUP proposal dodges the requirement of homeowner CCR changes but creates 
a new homeowner objection:  extensive building of units with a large transient 
population. 

This is unfortunate because the CUP plan otherwise covers many of the homeowner 
objections from the LRP2014-00016 development version. 

I took a survey of Blacklake residents comparing the CUP development plan vs a 
similar proposal with a 55+ (age) single family home development instead of the all 
transient rentals. 
The results were 70% preferred single family homes to the all transients plan of the 
CUP. 

So while the CUP plan may be able to move forward without homeowner approval, 
there is homeowner support for a modification where single family homes replace 
the transient rentals plan. 



I suggest that the Board of Supervisors deny this Specific Plan change request and 
ask the applicant to provide a new request based on his CUP plan with the units 
built on the 
course being changed to single family homes. 
This could be our best compromise at this time.

Regards,
Tom Worby & Linda Worby

Nipomo, CA 93444







Hi Stephanie,

Thank you for coming to the Blacklake meeting yesterday.  It helps to see 
the real people involved.

I was just looking at the SLO website with the agenda items for the Tuesday 
meeting and noticed my letter Jan. 4 was not posted.  
It would really help if the supes have the opportunity to read it before I 
give my 3 minute talk.  I did notice that items from Rossi, 
dated Jan 8, were posted and some of the other items were garbled. 

Is there a contact person for the agenda items?  Attached is my letter in 
case there is still time for the supervisors to read it.

Regards,
Bill Petrick

















Dear Supervisor Compton:

Once again I thank you for coming into the community to hear our concerns about the 

proposed Rossi development.  I'm sorry that I messed up the time and missed so much 

of the presentation and discussion and apologize if I bring up already plowed ground.

I have a number of concerns about the proposed project ranging from content and impact to 

process and am particularly grateful for your invitation to send this email.

Let us start with the purpose of the Specific Plan (the Plan).  Simply put its purpose is to lay 

out the County’s (my emphasis) requirements for development and land use in the

covered area.  The Plan defines goals, i.e., preservation of open space and of views with focus 

on the golf course, and it grants implicit authority for specific development and 

the conditions that will apply to them, roads, drainage, water, etc.  I would suggest that the 

plan did not “contemplate” future development as asserted, meaning an intent to support it, 

but simply sets out the criteria which any such additional development would be required to 

meet.  It also specifies that proposals which are not consistent would require the development 

and approval of an amended plan. This proposal is not consistent with the Plan in a number of 

particulars:

The Plan allows for changes to the golf course but this proposal does not change the course, it 

permanently eliminates about 12% of it. 

The proposal eliminates most of the views of Blacklake Canyon, a specific goal of the Plan.  

It eliminates a significant amount of designated open space, also a specific goal of the plan. 

The current plan is the product of the County’s negotiation with the various landowners and 

developer for additional residential build out in Blacklake. The County at that time extracted 

the various concession and commitments that became the elements of the plan. Essentially, 

the county took away some of the developer’s potential value to achieve a public purpose and 

all parties acted in good faith.  Exactly what public purpose is being met by now giving those 

development rights to another party?

The developer in the case, Mr. Rossi, is a well known, experienced and, by his own 

assessment, a successful developer in the County. Therefor we can assume that he knew 

exactly what 

he was doing when he bought in Blacklake and was fully aware of and accepted the terms and 

conditions attendant thereto, the Plan and the CC&R’s. Nobody made him take the risk.

Now consider his stated rationale for the project, returning the golf course to profitability. 



Many of us note that generally poor conditions in the industry are probably factor but the 

biggest problem

has been his complete disregard for management and operations. He has neglected, some 

would say deliberately, any effort to improve the course or market it. As I mentioned why 

would he stop 

co-marketing it with Avila his other property?  Fixing his poor business decisions and 

management is clearly not a legitimate public purpose issue since this was a risk he took 

when he bought the 

business.  There is no public purpose met by bailing him out.  On the contrary, granting his 

request could be construed a “gift of public assets” since the County presumably accepted the 

development 

rights, which had value, at the time of the Plan’s negotiation on behalf of all the residents of 

the County.  Such a gift would not be allowed in California. 

My preference is that this proposal should not be approved on its face.  However, assuming 

that won't happen, I hope you require that it be fully analyzed including all public reviews and 

appropriate 

actions by responsible parties, no shortcuts.

I believe that the County as part of its review should require and review a feasibility study 

related to the inherent viability of the development and its impact on golf course operations. 

Again, since the 

golf course has been identified as a critical component and allegedly the driver of the plan, 

considering the reasonableness of the assumptions underlying the proposal and likelihood of 

success are a 

legitimate area of concern for the County. Why go through the pain if it isn't going to work 

and you could have know it all along. This represents an extreme impact on this community 

and it is reasonable 

that the development be seen to do only what is necessary not as much as possible.  Beware 

this is not just a disguised bailout for Rossi.  As mentioned at the clubhouse, he owes in 

excess of $6 million 

on the property, much more than it is worth, and he and the Rossi Family Trust are guarantors 

so he can't just declare bankruptcy and walk away. He has been conspicuously silent on these 

facts but they 

are a matter of public record and are clearly the drivers for this effort

From a purely personal perspective, if nothing more can be done I would like to see the Villas 

at the Oaks just go away. They are crushingly negative to me and my neighbors.  Consider; 

the developer 

was able to mitigate the loss of the surrendered development rights when the current Plan was 

adopted by charging substantial premiums for homes on the Oaks 9 course because of their 

protected views,

protected by the County extracting the open space easement on the golf course (regardless of 

the fact the County failed to follow through securing it). These premiums ranged up to 6 

figures.  Even now it 

is the views that make these houses worth more than others. That will end.  Additionally, 

these homes were specifically designed to take advantage of the views, and the privacy 

protection it afforded,

by being mostly all glass across the back.  The “Villas at the Oaks” would be positioned, by 

site and elevation, to look directly several of these homes, including mine, even as they cut 

off our views. 

The cost of regaining some of the lost privacy through window covering, etc. is significant.  



While I am not one, some of the current owners were original buyers who paid out in full for 

these protected views. 

Were they defrauded? Personally, when considering buying, being told that nothing could be 

built to block my view was a huge factor in the buy decision. Was I defrauded?

Further to “just getting rid of the Villas”, the Planning Department’s response to the initial 

proposal was impressively thorough, but it did not specifically address some of the problems 

associated with this element. 

The Plan calls for a minimum 50 foot setback from the crest of Blacklake Canyon.  Add to 

that the appx. 60 foot right of way for a road and 100 feet of lot size, the footprint comes well 

into what is the fairway 

behind my house. There appears no way you could have that much encroachment and still 

have any part of a golf hole, a promise of Rossi.  I accept this is NIMBY but it really is in my 

backyard.  No other part

of the development except possibly the Hotel for those living adjacent to the golf course has 

as much impact.

Now a couple of random thoughts for your consideration:

Making the Villas sfr’s instead of rentals may be preferable to but it would be a direct 

violation of the CC&R’s requiring a very unlikely approving vote of 75%. Regardless of 

people's opinions getting 75% of 

anything is tough. And, regardless of the BLMA’ s stance, anyone can sue to stop a 

non-compliant project. Expect it.

Any reliance on on street parking to meet the requirements of the various development 

elements should not be permitted.

Regardless of what you might have heard, there has been absolutely no effort by anyone to 

take a survey or straw pole of the community regarding this project.  The BLMA Board has 

specifically rejected 

several requests to do so claiming too many people wouldn't respond.  So called supporters 

fear closure of the golf course, a zero risk proposition, and being sued, again, by Rossi. 

Probably because he has made the threat. 

The so-called settlement agreement has no standing here and much of the attorney’s opinions 

are moot as the project has mutated. But the approval of the ARC will still be required and 

the nature of it vis what the

builder wants cannot be assumed

Again, let me thank you for your consideration and I would be happy to discuss any of these 

matters if desired.

Hugh Loftus 

Nipomo

A copy was sent to your aide.
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Dear Supervisor Compton,
I was most pleased to see/hear you Friday at Blacklake. You are most 
energetic. I can hardly wait to see you speak when you do not have a cold.
I really appreciate your comprehensive overview and your bringing along all 
the "players" in the Blacklake Specific Plan and CUP request.
Robin and I own three condos in Tourney Hill HOA, A Village In Blacklake, 
under BLMA. 
 I ask that you and The Board of Supervisors Favorably consider the CUP 
request as that would be the best decision for BLMA.
I have been in Real Estate (licensed in CA and WA) for decades, worked on 
the Coronado SFR and Business Zoning updates, just stepped down 
as the chair of the ARC in my Washington State HOA (Port Ludlow) and have 
served on many HOA, County, City and RE Committees.    
Making the Planned units SFR and Having them fall under the BLMA Umbrella 
would serve the community and the County's best interests and meet 
Mr. Rossi's needs as well.
 I have seen it both ways and hope/pray you and the BOS will allow the CUP.
Again, I am most impressed by your heroic presentation (in light of your 
voice and health) and hope to see you about.
Thank you for your time and attention in this matter.
Dave Ditzler 

 Nipomo

Sent from my iPad



Dear supervisor Compton, I am writing you in support of the Rob Rossi plan 
to improve the Blacklake community with his new development plan. 
I believe he has acted in good faith to the current homeowners by 
acquiescing to many of their (our) concerns. I certainly hope you and the 
other supervisors will support him in this plan.

regards
Wally Crookes

Blacklake homeowner







I plan to attend the meeting and speak in favor of the Rossi project.

 If people are opposing, My guess is they do not understand, A vote against is for the rental plan. No one  I

know wants that. 

Have a fun day.

dave



Dear Supervisor:  I am not in favor of having a hotel or "hospitality 
business" venture in the middle of my quiet residential neighborhood.  
Nor am I in favor of all the new traffic, trucks and heavy machinery, 
noise, air pollution, dust that comes from construction in the middle 
of my quiet, relatively clean neighborhood.  I don't know anyone who wants 
to buy a house near a hotel so they can watch or hear the traffic 
and transient population go in and out.     We also have a continuing water 
problem- not going away because it's raining now.  We Iive in a 
desert climate.   Also, we have had our water rates raised and must 
conserve.  We won't save water by bringing more people in. Are we supposed 
to subsidize Rossi's investment by paying for and saving enough water for 
his development venture?  I am not going to reap any benefit from 
this-and neither is anyone else living in Blacklake.  It's a money maker 
for Rossi.  We also will need the supplemental water in order to 
achieve Rossi's " zero sum" or "positive" water usage - making no sense as 
we didn't have access to that water until Nov. and it is termed 
"supplemental" because it is extra.  
In summary, I can't see that this is of any benefit to our community of 
residents.  I understand the bank is the reason Rossi has to try to 
make more money.  If Rossi overextended himself to acquire this investment, 
it his problem and neither I nor anyone should have to bail him 
out due to his poor business choices.  He's never had to bail me out.    
Thank you, Rachael Hazen

Sent from my iPhone



Dear Supervisors,

My husband and I are residents of Blacklake, in the 
Legends subassociation.  First, I would like to 
thank you all for your careful consideration of this 
matter and your expressed concern for its impact 
on the residents of Blacklake.

I will be brief:  We are not opposed to Mr. Rossi's 
proposal to build a hotel and additional golf course 
related amenities such as the renovated clubhouse and 
a golf academy.  

However, we are definitely opposed to his proposal to 
construct time share/rental units on the existing 
golf course, especially Canyons hole number 5 which 
is directly across a narrow street from existing 
homes.  

Blacklake  has evolved over the last 30 years into a 
very  quiet, safe residential neighborhood  comprised 
almost completely of senior homeowners. We ourselves 
moved here for the peace and quiet. Situating short 



term  transient units intended for vacationing (i.e., 
let's face it, partying)  groups within the existing 
neighborhoods has great potential to disrupt the 
character of our community.  Mr. Rossi can accomodate 
his 
desire to attract tourists to the golf course with 
his hotels alone.  

If Mr. Rossi changes his proposal to make these units 
single family homes for purchase, it would be more 
in keeping with the nature of Blacklake.  However, 
building on the existing golf course is a violation 
of 
the Blacklake CC&Rs and also does not comport with 
the intent of the Specific Plan.  Therefore, we 
request 
the Board to reject the element of residential units 
in Mr. Rossi's plan.

Thank you.

Anne and Bing Kunzig

Nipomo, CA  
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BLACK LAKE MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 

January 11, 2016 

Board of Supervisors 
San Luis Obispo County 

 Re: Blake Lake Golf Resort, LLC proposed development 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

 I am the elected president of the Black Lake Management Association, the 
Master Homeowners Association established to administer and manage the Black Lake 
Community.  I send this letter relative to Rob Rossi’s proposed development of portions 
of the existing golf course property within Black Lake on behalf of the Board of Directors 
of the Black Lake Management Association. 

 After numerous discussions with Mr. Rossi and his team regarding proposed 
uses and designs which would be compatible with and acceptable to the Board of BLMA 
and its membership, the Board of Directors has recently formally determined that it 
would not object to the current proposal submitted to the County and would not insist 
upon a vote of the membership of the Association to approve an amendment to the 
Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions as a condition of support for the 
project. 

 This determination of the Board was based on multiple considerations, including 
but not limited to the fact that the Board believes that the proposed modifications and 
additions proposed to the golf course property will improve and revitalize the golf course 
facility that is an integral to the community and it will do so without fundamentally 
changing or impairing the interests of homeowners who purchased homes located 
adjacent to fairways or with golf course views.  Prior iterations of the proposed 
development were unacceptable in large part because the interests of owners with 
homes on the golf course would be impaired if the development was on existing 
fairways with homes in place.  Further, in discussions with Mr. Rossi, he has committed 
to among other things, significant improvement of the golf course infrastructure and 
conditioning, which will benefit all members of the BLMA and sub-associations while 
allowing the golf course business to survive and prosper.   

 The Board’s position concerning this proposed development is predicated on 
Black Lake Golf Resort LLC going through all the required governmental processes and 
obtaining approvals therefore and then going through the Architectural Review process 
under the CCRs to ensure that the architectural styles, locations, colors and materials 
are harmonious with the rest of the committee based on final construction plans and 
specifications.  It is also predicated on the Board’s request to the Board of Supervisors 
that the County provide appropriate oversight and conditions on the project to ensure 



that the interests of the members of the BLMA and its sub-association’s are properly 
protected. 

 It should be noted that the Board of Directors still believes that an amendment to 
the CCRs relative to development of new residential units on the golf course property 
“should” require an amendment to the CCRs approved by 75% of the membership 
because it changes the use of the property from recreational to residential and the golf 
course property is specifically designated as for recreational and open space purposes.  
However, given its view that the overall proposal is advantageous to the community, 
that the amendment process would be very difficult to obtain and costly to pursue, as 
well as the significant Association resources that would be used in the event any legal 
proceeding to determine whether such an amendment is really necessary, the Board 
has come to the conclusion that the proper course of action is to not oppose Mr. Rossi’s 
proposed development. 

 If the Board has any questions which I can answer further as to the position of 
the BLMA Board of Directors, please let me know and I will be happy to attempt to 
respond. 

    Very truly yours, 

    Board of Directors of Black Lake Management Association 

    Bob McGill, President 







Supervisor Compton:

We are opposed to the Rossi project.  

We bought our two Blacklake vacation rental properties, one each in 1997 and 1998, as a 

plan toward retirement in the area.  We still own and manage them.  In 2004 we were happy 

to retire, 

buy our home in the Fairways and move here from the Central Valley.  We later sold that 

home and moved in 2014 to the Legends where we currently live.

When we moved to this area, we had the understanding that the Blacklake development was 

"built out" according to the Specific Plan. We looked at other areas including new 

developments in 

Santa Maria, Trilogy and Cypress Ridge. We found we weren't interested in those areas as we 

liked the mature natural beauty and quietness of Blacklake and didn't want to live for years 

with 

ongoing construction.

Another reason we are opposed to the project - we are concerned that funding may be 

insufficient to bring this new project to completion.  Nothing would be worse than a project

of this size

that is started, then abandoned due to a lack of funding.

Finally, we are not confident that even if this project is approved and finished, the Blacklake 

golf course will be improved and/or properly maintained as promised.

For those and other reasons including traffic congestion, building density, diminished open 

space and water concerns, we are opposed to the project.  Thank you for the opportunity to 

express 

our opinions.

Art and Candyce Espinoza


